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REQUEST FOR REVIEW

INTRODUCTION

Section 54.719(c) of the Commission’s rules provides that any person aggrieved by an
action taken by a division of the Universal Service Administrative Company (USAC)
may seek review from the Commission.! The School District of Philadelphia (SDP)

hereby appeals the current action taken by USAC in the following case.

BACKGROUND

Timeline

On December 20, 2006, SDP received notification that the SLD was denying funding for
the District’s FRNs on FCC Form 471 No. 519253. The reason the SLD gave for the
denial was, “Given demand, the funding cap will not provide for Internal
Connections/Basic Maintenance of Internal Connections at your approved discount level

to be funded. Please see www.universalservice.org/sl/.” Even though it was not included

! 47 C.F.R. §54.719(c).



in the SLD explanation, the District was able to determine that the requested discount rate

for this application and the associated FRNs was reduced from 80% to 79%.

On February 15, 2007, SDP filed a Letter of Appeal with USAC regarding the funding
discount rate reduction.? On March 8, 2007, USAC denied the District’s Appeal. A

copy of the Administrator’s Decision on Appeal is attached as Exhibit A.

On April 13, 2007, USAC then sent SDP seven Commitment Adjustment Letters
(COMAD) regarding the funding requests contained on another of the District’s
applications, Application No. 517299. The COMAD letters were being issued due to the
fact SDP had appealed and lost regarding Application 519253. The SLD was now
adjusting the District’s Priority One requests contained on Application 517299. A

summary of the COMAD result is as follows:

Previous New Committed
Service Provider FRN Commitment Amount Difference
Nextel 1442172 $952,743.24 $941,534.50 $11,208.74
Sunesys, Inc. 1442188 $2,265,420.00 $2,238,768.00 $26,652.00
Telecove of Eastern Pennsylvania 1442203 $280,500.00 $277,200.00 $3,300.00
US LEC COMMUNICATIONS INC. 1442281 $730,564.80 $721,969.92 $8,594.88
Verizon Pennsylvania Inc. 1442214 $1,530,000.00 $1,512,000.00 $18,000.00
Verizon Select Services Inc. 1442228 $38,250.00 $37,800.00 $450.00
Verizon Select Services Inc. 1442258 $189,618.00 $187,387.20 $2,230.80
Yipes Enterprise Services, Inc 1442290 $510,000.00 $504,000.00 $6,000.00
Total $6,497,096.04 $6,420,659.62 $76,436.42

All of the COMAD reductions were for the same reason. The SLD adjusted the site
discounts for Parkway Center City and Parkway Northwest to 20%. This resulted in the
shared discount rate for the District decreasing from 85% to 84%. All of the above FRNs

had the committed amounts adjusted to reflect a shared discount rate of 84%.3

2 At the time SDP received the December 20, 2006 FCDL, the SLD was denying Priority Two requests
below 80%. At the time of the filing of this FCC appeal, the SLD is denying Priority Two requests below
84%. SDP realizes that the ultimate outcome for both of the Funding Requests on Application No. 519253
is to be denied for falling below the 84% discount level. However, they are contained in this appeal since it
was the denial of the appeal involving this Application that lead to the COMAD.

® A sample of the COMAD letter received by the District is Attached as Exhibit B. Even though the
committed amounts vary among the FRNs, the remainder of the Funding Commitment Adjustment
Explanation is the same for all of the FRNs at issue which received a COMAD letter.



PI1A Background

In October 2006, SDP responded to Program Integrity Assurance (PIA) questions
regarding 2 of the 54 sites listed on the FCC Form 471 Block 4 for Application 519253.
The two sites the PIA reviewer was questioning were Parkway Center City and Parkway
Northwest. A copy of the relevant PIA question and response are attached as Exhibit C.
At that time, SDP provided documentation to support the requested discount rate of 80%
for each site. No further questions or requests for information regarding the provided
documentation were ever received, nor were any questions received regarding the other
52 sites on the FRN.

On December 20, 2006, the District received notification that both of the Funding
Requests at issue had fallen below the Priority Two threshold level and were being
denied. The District then appealed the funding reduction in support of the alternative
discount method the District uses to calculate their requested discount rate. A copy of the
appeal is attached as Exhibit D, which shows the District could only argue in general
since the District was never provided any explanation as to the discount rate reduction.
When SDP received the Administrator’s Decision on Appeal, for the first time, the
District learned which sites the SLD had used to lower the requested discount rate. In
the Administrator’s Decision on Appeal there are two paragraphs that SDP specifically

wishes to address at this time. Each paragraph is addressed separately below.

DISCUSSION

Paragraph One — Department of Education Letter

The first reason listed by USAC to uphold the SLD’s reduction of the discount rate is as
follows:

During the Appeal Review USAC thoroughly assessed the facts presented
in the appeal letter, the relevant documentation on file, and the FCC Rules
and Procedures before making its determination on your appeal. USAC
agrees that Program Integrity Review (PIA) correctly determined that
Parkway Center City (BEN 176004) and Parkway Northwest (BEN 2256
12) percentage discount should be 20%. During the review, PIA requested
Philadelphia School District to provide documentation to support the
requested 80% discount for the previously listed entities. The district's
response indicated that the alternative method used to determine the 80%



discount was the Yancey Study. The documentation provided included a
letter from the Department of Education stating that this method was only
eligible for use up to the 2005-2006 School Year. The "Yancey Study" is
not an acceptable alternative discount method for calculating the discount.
On appeal, you failed to provide any evidence that USAC has erred in its
initial decision. Consequently, the appeal is denied.

The first issue SDP has with the above decision is that this is the first time the District
was told which sites were reduced and by how much. If the District is to effectively
respond to an SLD decision, the applicant should be entitled to a complete explanation of
the decision and how it was reached. Until the District received this decision, SDP was
never notified by the SLD as to which sites had been reduced.

The SLD denial seems to focus on the Department of Education letter the District
provided during PIA. SDP is attaching a copy of the letter, dated July 8, 2005, as Exhibit
E. The PIA reviewer seems to have been confused as to the Department of Education’s
statement that the 2005-2006 school year would be the last year the Yancey Study would
be valid.

Yet, it is the enrollment and NSLP-eligibility data from the 2005-2006 school year,
specifically October 2005 that the District was required to report on its FY2006 E-rate
Form 471 applications. The FCC Form 471 Instructions require an applicant to
“(p)rovide the number of students eligible for NSLP as of the October 1* prior to the
filing of this form, or use the most current figure available.”® In the case of the District’s
Form 471s for FY20086, this would mean SDP was required to use the October 2005 data
when providing Block 4 data on the FY2006 forms. Therefore, the letter from the
Department of Education that the District provided to the PIA reviewer correctly
validates the use of this data for the 2005-2006 school year.

* See FCC Form 471 Instructions for Item 9a, Column 5, dated November 2004.



Paragraph Two — 20% Documentation
The second reason stated by USAC for upholding the SLD reduction was:

You indicated on your Form 471 that your discount eligibility is 80%
based upon the Yancey Study. USAC's review of your application
determined that your discount eligibility percentage was not supported by
the appropriate documentation. USAC modified your discount eligibility
percentage to 20% using the following documentation: lowest discount
available for Urban classified schools. Since you did not demonstrate in
your appeal that the adjustment USAC made to your discount eligibility
percentage was incorrect, USAC denies your appeal.

Yet again, the appeal filed by SDP on February 15, 2007, did not adequately address the
reduction of the Parkway Center City and Parkway Northwest sites to 20% since the
District was never told that these sites were reduced, or to what level. USAC is denying
SDP funding for not addressing an issue that was never disclosed. If the SLD is going to
reduce site discount levels, SDP would request the FCC to require the SLD to disclose
that decision in full to the applicants along with an explanation of how the reduction was
reached.

Use of Alternative Discount Method

Per the FCC and the USAC website, the use of alternative discount mechanisms is
allowed.> The District does use an alternative approach to calculate the number of
NSLP-eligible students at certain school sites. This alternative approach, referred to as
the “Yancey Study”, is approved by the United States Department of Agriculture for
participation and eligibility in the NSLP. The Yancey Study is a comprehensive
socioeconomic statistical survey and study in which District families who qualify for
NSLP are identified by either (A) their inclusion on public welfare records or (B) their

response to an in-person or telephone questionnaire.

This same alternative discount method has been used by SDP since they began applying
for Universal Service funding. The District has provided USAC with detailed
information concerning the Yancey study inclusive of an annual letter from the

Department of Education validating the use of this study during each application review

® See http://www.universalservice.org/sl/applicants/step05/alternative-discount-mechanisms.aspx




cycle, as well as during Selective Reviews, Site-Visits, and full compliance audits
conducted by Andersen and KPMG. In all cases, the reviewers have confirmed the use

and validity of this study.

In this case, the PI1A reviewer was provided with a copy and explanation of the Yancey
report. If the PIA reviewer had additional questions regarding the District’s numbers, the
reviewer never requested further documentation or clarification. Before the District’s
discount rate was reduced, the District should have been alerted during PIA and given a
chance to substantiate their numbers. This has been the first time SDP had a reduction in
the requested discount amount. As such, the District is concerned the reviewer
misunderstood the discount rate calculation and should have made further inquiries

before reducing the discount rate.

In subsequent conversations with USAC following the appeal denial and COMAD letters,
the SLD confirmed that the issue at hand is not the methodology and validity of the
Yancey Study itself but with the PA Department of Education letter authorizing the study
for the 2005-2006 school year. USAC’s position is that the District should have provided
a similar letter validating data for the 2006-2007 school year. While the District does
have correspondence further authorizing the use of this study for the 2006-2007 school
year (attached as Exhibit F), it was not requested during PIA review for Funding Year
2006, and it would not have validated the October 2005 data that was used for Funding
Year 2006 applications.

Simply stated, the District was required to validate data that was based upon October
2005, which they did by virtue of the letter from the PA Department of Education that

was provided during PIA review.



SLD does not provide notification of Block 4 data to Applicants

As discussed above, SDP did not receive notification of which sites had been reduced or
to what discount level, until SDP received the Administrator’s Decision on the Appeal.
Applicants do not receive adequate notice or guidance regarding the changes the SLD is
making to the applicants forms. Applicants should receive this information in order to
verify the correctness of the information and also in order to adequately address these

issues on appeal.

SUMMARY

The School District of Philadelphia respectfully requests the FCC remand the case back
to USAC with orders that the FRNSs at issue be returned to the original 80% shared
discount rate requested by SDP. The District would also request that the FCC order
USAC to return the funding commitment decisions on Application 517299 back to the
original commitment amounts and retract the COMAD letters.

Respegtfully,

D flw%’f“
Jorin D. Harrington

Funds For Learning, LLC
On Behalf of The School District of Philadelphia

501 South Coltrane

Edmond, OK 73003

405.341.4140
jharrington@fundsforlearning.com




Exhibit A

o e .

Universal Service Administrative Cempany
Schoois & Libraries Division

Administrator’s Decision on Appeal ~ Funding Year 2006-2007

March 08, 2007

John D. Harrington
Funds for Learning, LLC
301 South Coltrane

Edmond, OK 73003
Re: Applicant Name: PHILADELPHIA SCHOOL DISTRICT
Billed Entity Number: 126161
Form 471 Application Number: 519253
Funding Request Number(s): 1443032, 1443041
Your Correspondence Dated: February 15, 2007

After thorough review and mvestigation of all relevant facts, the Schools and Libraries
Division (SL.D) of the Universal Service Administrative Company (USAC) has made 1ts
decision in regard to your appeal of USAC's Funding Year 2006 Funding Commitment
Decision Letter for the Application Number indicated above. This letter explains the
basis of USAC's decision. The date of this letter begins the 60 day time period for
appealing this decision to the Federal Communications Commission (FCC). If your
Letter of Appeal included more than one Application Number, please note that you wili
receive a separate letter for each application.

Fundine Request Number(s): 1443032, 1443041
Decision on Appeal: Denied
Explanation:

» During the Appeal Review USAC thoroughly assessed the facts presented in the
appeal letter, the relevant documentation on file, and the FCC Rules and
Procedures before making its determination on vour appeal. USAC agrees that
Program Integrity Review (PIA) correctly determined that Parkway Center City
{BEN 176004} and Parkway Northwest (BEN 225612) percentage discount
should be 20%. Durning the review, PIA requested Philadelphia School District to
provide documentation to support the requested 80% discount for the previously
listed entities. The district’s response indicated that the alternative method used to
determine the 80% discount was the Yancey Study. The documentation provided
mcluded a letter from the Department of Education stating that this method was
only eligible for use up to the 2005-2006 school year. The "Yancey Study” is not
an acceptable alternative discount method for calculating the discount. On

Box 135 - Correspondence Umt, 89 Scuth lefierson Hoad, Whippany, New Jersey 07981
Viait us online at: www.sluniversalservice.org
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appeal, you failed to provide any evidence that USAC has erred in its initial
decision. Consequently, the appeal is denied.

* You indicated on your Form 471 that your discount eligibility is 80% based upon
the Yancey Study. USAC’s review of your application determined that your
discount eligibility percentage was not supported by the appropriate
documentation. USAC modified your discount eligibility percentage to 20%
using the following documentation: lowest discount available for Urban classified
schools. Since you did not demonstrate in your appeal that the adjustment USAC
made to your discount eligibility percentage was incorrect, USAC denies your
appeal.

e FCC Rules provide that the discount available to an applicant is determined by
indicators of poverty and high cost. 47 C.F.R. sec. 54.505(b). The level of
poverty 15 measured by the percentage of students enrolled in a school or school
district who are eligible for a free or reduced price lunch under the National
School Lunch Program, or a federally-approved alternative mechanism.
Alternatively, the level of poverty is measured according to participation in
Medicaid, Food Stamps, Supplementary Security Income (SS1), Federal Public
Housing Assistance or Section 8, or Low Income Home Energy Assistance
Program (LIHEAP). See Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service, CC
Docket No. 96-45, Report and Order, 12 FCC Red 8776, 9045, FCC 97-157 para.
510 n. 1334 (rel. May 8, 1997). The high cost determination is made pursuant to
FCC Rules that classify a school or library as rural or urban, 47 C.F.R. sec.
54.505(b)(3). An applicant's discount rate is determined by reference to a matrix
based upon the level of poverty and whether the entity is classified as rural or
urban. 47 C.ER. sec. 54.505(c).

If your appeal has been approved, but funding has been reduced or denied, you may
appeal these decisions to either USAC or the FCC. For appeals that have been denied in
full, partially approved, dismissed, or canceled, you may file an appeal with the FCC.
You should refer to CC Docket No. 02-6 on the first page of your appeal to the FCC.,
Your appeal must be recetved or postmarked within 60 days of the date on this letter.
Failure to meet this requirement will result in automatic dismissal of your appeal. If you
are submitting your appeal via United States Postal Service, send to: FCC, Office of the
Secretary, 445 [2th Street SW, Washington, DC 20554. Further information and options
for filing an appeal directly with the FCC can be found in the "Appeals Procedure”
posted in the Reference Area of the SLD section of the USAC website or by contacting
the Client Service Bureau, We strongly recommend that you use the electronic filing
options.

We thank you for your continued support, patience and cooperation during the appeal
Process.

Schools and Libraries Division
Umiversal Service Administrative Company

co: Robert Westall

Box 123 — Correspondence Unit, 80 South Jefferson Road, Whippany, New Jersey (7981
Visit us oniline al: www.sLuniversalservice.org
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s Schools & Libraries Division

USAC

Notification of Commitment Adjustment Letter
Funding Year 2006: 7/01/2006 - 6/30/2007
Apnl 13, 2007

Robert Westall
PHILADELPHIA SCHOOL DISTRICT
440 NORTH BROAD STREET, SUITE 404

PHILADELPHIA, PA 19130
Re: Form 471 Application Number: 517299
Funding Year; 2006
Applicant’s Form Identifier: SP06-47101
Billed Entity Number; 126161
FCC Registration Number: 0011810272
SPIN Name: Verizon Pennsylvania Inc.

Service Provider Contact Person: Robert Kannegieser

Our routine review of Schools and Libraries Program funding commitments has revealed
certain applications where funds were committed in viclation of program rules.

In order to be sure that no funds are used in violation of program rules, the Universal Service
Administrative Company (USAC) must now adjust your overall funding commitment. The
purpose of this letter is to make the adjustments to your funding commitment required by
program rules, and to give you an opportunity to appeal this decision. USAC has determined
the applicant is responsible for all or some of the program mule violations. Therefore, the
applicant is responsible to repay all or some of the funds disbursed in error (if any).

This is NOT a bill. I recovery of disbursed funds is required, the next step in the recovery
process is for USAC to issue you a Demand Payment Letier. The balance of the debt will be
due within 30 days of the Demand Payment Letter. Failure to pay the debt within 30 days from
the date of the Demand Payment Letter could result in interest, late payment fees,
administrative charges and implementation of the “Red Light Rule,” Please see the
“Informational Notice to All Universal Service Fund Contributors, Beneficianes, and Service
Previders” at hitp://www.universalservice. org/fund-administration/tools/latest-
news.aspx#083104 for more information regarding the consequences of not paving the debt in
a umely manner,
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TO APPEAL THIS DECISION:

If you wish to appeal the Commitment Adjustment Decision indicated in this letter, your
appeal must be received or postmarked within 60 days of the date of this letter. Failure to
meet this requirement will result in automatic dismissal of your appeal. In your letter of
appeal:

1. Inchude the name, address, telephone number, fax number, and e-mail address (f
available) for the person who can most readily discuss this appeal with us,

2. State outright that your letter is an appeal. Identify the date of the Notification of
Commitment Adjustment Letter and the Funding Request Numbers you are appealing.
Your letter of appeal must include the Billed Entity Name, the Form 471 Application
Number, Billed Entity Number, and FCC Registration Number (FCC RN) from the top of
your letter.

2. When explaining your appezl, copy the language or text from the Notification of
Commitment Adjustment Letter that is the subject of your appeal to allow the SLD to more
readily understand your appeal and respond appropriately. Please keep your letter specific
and brief, and provide decumentation to support your appeal. Be sure to keep copies of
your correspondence and documentation.

4. Provide an authorized signature on your letter of appeal.

If you are submitting your appeal electronically, please send your appeal to
appeals@sl.universalservice.org using your organization’s e-mail. If you are submitting your
appeal on paper, please send your appeal to: Letter of Appeal, Schools and Libraries Division
Dept. 125 - Correspondence Unit, 100 South Jefferson Road, Whippany, NJ 07981.
Additional options for filing an appeal can be found in the “Appeals Procedure” posted in the
Appeals Area of the SLD section of the USAC web site or by contacting the Client Service
Bureau at 1-888-203-8100. We strongly recormmend that you use the electronic appeals
options.

i

While we encourage you to resolve your appeal with the SLD first, you have the option of
filing an appeal direcily with the Federal Communications Commission (FCC). You should
refer to CC Docket No. 02-6 on the first page of your appeal to the FCC. Your appeal must
be received or postmarked within 60 days of the date of this letter. Failure to mest this
requircment will resuit in automatic dismissal of your appeal. If you are submitting vour
appeal via United States Postal Service, send to: FCC, Office of the Secretary, 445 12th Street
SW, Washington, DC 20554, Further information and options for filing an appeal directly
with the FCC can be found in the “Appeals Procedure” posted in the Reference Area of the
SLD section of the USAC web site, or by contacting the Client Service Bureau. We strongly
recommend that you use the electronic filing options.

FUNDING COMMITMENT ADJUSTMENT REPORT

On the pages following this letter, we have provided a Funding Commitment Adjustment
Report (Report) for the Form 471 application cited above. The enclosed Report includes the
Funding Request Number(s} from your application for which edjusiments are necessary.
Irnediately preceding the Report, you will find a guide that defines each line of the Report.



The SLD is also sending this information to your service provider(s) for informational
purposes. 1If USAC has determined the service provider is also responsible for any rule
violation on these Funding Request Numbers, a separate letter will e sent to the service
provider detailing the necessary service provider action.

Please note that if the Funds Disbursed to Diate amount is less than the Adjusted Funding
Commitment arount, USAC will continue to process properly filed invoices up to the
Adjusted Funding Commitment amount. Please note the Funding Commitment Adjustment
Explanation in the attached Report. It explains why the funding commitment is being
reduced. Please ensure that any invoices that you or your service provider submit to USAC
are consistent with program rules as indicated in the Funding Commitment Adjustment
Explanation. If the Funds Disbursed to Date amount exceeds your Adjusted Funding
Commitment amount, USAC will have 1o recover some or all of the disbursed funds. The
Report explains the exact amount (if any) the applicant is responsible for repaying.

Schools and Libraries Division
Universal Services Administrative Company

cc:  Robert Kannegieser
Verizon Pennsylvenia Inc.



A GUIDE TO THE FUNDING COMMITMENT ADJUSTMENT REPORT

A eport for each E-rate funding request from your application for which a commitment adjustment is
required is attached to this letter. We are providing the following definitions for the items in that
report,

FUNDING REQUEST NUMBER (FRN): A Funding Request Number is assipned by the SLD 1o each
individual request in your Form 471 once an application has been processed. This nurnber is used to -
report to applicants and service providers the status of individual discount funding requests submitted
on a Form 471,

SERVICES ORDERED: The type of service ordered from the service provider, as shown on Form 471.

SPIN (Service Provider Identification Number): A unique number assigned by the Universal Service
Adreimistrative Company to service providers seeking payment from the Universal Service Fund for
participating in the universal service support mechanisms. A SPIN iz also used to verify delivery of
services and to arrange for payment.

SERVICE PROVIDER NAME: The legal name of the service provider.

CONTRACT NUMBER: The number of the contract between the applicant and the service provider.
This will be present only if a contract number was provided on your Form 471,

BILLING ACCOUNT NUMBER: The account number that your service provider has established with
you for billing purposes. This will be present only if a Billing Account Nurnber was provided on your
Form 471.

SITE IDENTIFIER: The Entity Number listed in Form 471, Block 5, Ttem 22a. This number will only
be present for “site specific” FRNs,

ORIGINAL FUNDING COMMITMENT: This represents the original amount of funding that SLD had
resetved to reimburse you fp@: the approved discounts for this service for this funding year.

COMMITMENT ADJUSTMENT AMOUNT: This represents the amount of funding that SLID has
rescinded because of program rule viclations.

ADJUSTED FUNDING COMMITMENT: This represents the adjusted total amount of funding that
SLD has reserved to reimburse for the spproved discounts for this service for this funding year. IT this
amount exceeds the Funds Disbursed to Date, the SLD will continue to process properly filed invoices
up to the new commitment amount.

FUNDS DISBURSED TO DATE: This represents the total funds that have been paid to the identified
service provider for this FRN as of the date of this letter.

FUNDS TO BE RECOVERED FROM APPLICANT: This represents the amount of improperly
disbursed funds to date as a result of rule violation(s) for which the appiicant has been determined to
ve respongible. These improperly disbursed funds will have 1o be recovered from the applicant.

i*L\fDB\G COMMITMENT ADJUSTMENT EXPLANATION: This entry provides an explanation
of the reason the edjustment was made.



Funding Commitment Adjustment Report for
Form 471 Application Number: 517299

Funding Request Number:
Services Ordered:

SPIN:

Service Provider Name:
Contract Number:

Billing Account Number:
Site Identifier:

Original Funding Commitment:
Commitment Adjustment Amount:
Adjusted Funding Commitment:

Funds Digbursed to Date:

Funds to be Recovered from Applicant:

1442214

TELCOMM SERVICES
143001398

Verizon Pernsylvania Inc.
GE5/F06

215-019-5317

126161

$1.530,000.00
$18,000.00
$1,512,000.60

$0.00

$0.00

Funding Compument Adjustment Explanation:

After a thorough review, it was determined that the funding commitment for this request must
be reduced by $18,000.00. On the original Form 471 the applicant was approved at an 85
percent discount. FCC rules indicate that the level of poverty shall be measured by the
percentage of the student enrollment that is eligible for a free or reduced price lunch under the
niational school lunch program or a federally-approved alternative mechanism. During the
course of an appeals review 1t was deterrnined that the applicant is only eligible to receive an
84 percent discount. This determination was based on the use of the Yancey Study for
Parloway Center City and Parkway Northwest to validate their discount for the funding year
2006 application. This study’s eligibility expired with the 2005 funding year thus the discount
for the two entities was reset to 20%. For these two entities, using 0 students eligible for a free
of reduced price lunch under the national school lunch program or a federally-approved
alternative mechanism resulted in the shared discount reduction.
commitment has been reduced by $18,000.00 (81,8000,000.00%(85% - 84%)) and if recovery

15 required, USAC will seek recovery from the applicant.

PLEASE SEND A COPY OF THIS PAGE WITH YOUR
CHECK TO ENSURE TIMELY PROCESSING

Accordimgly, the



Exhibit C

FCC Form 471
Program Integrity Assurance Response

School District of Philadelphia
Funding Year 2006

Application No. 519253
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471AN: 519253
Question No.: 2
RE:  Parkway Center and Parkway Northwest Discount Percentage
FRN:  None Specified

Question
Based upon review of your Form 471 application, we were not able to validate your
requested discount percentages of:

a) PARKWAY CENTER CITY 80%
b) PARKWAY NORTHWEST 80%

If you choose to validate your original requested discount percentages, then please
provide the appropriate documentation if one of the following acceptable methods you
used to calculate your discount:

a.) If the school participates in a National School Lunch Program (NSLP), please provide
a signed copy (preferably by the Principal, Vice-Principal, Superintendent or chief school
official, or Director of Food Services) of a Reimbursement Claim Form that the school
sends to the state each month. Make sure that the following 3 items are identified:

1.) The Entity name

2.) The total number of students enrolled at the entity

3.) The total number of students eligible for Free/Reduced Lunch Program for the
entity

If the school district fills out an aggregate claim form for the school district, also provide
a signed letter from a school official (preferably the Superintendent or chief school
official) that lists the enrollment and Free/Reduced information for each school in the
district. The enrollment and Free/Reduced information provided in your letter should
match the claim form.

b.) If the discount percentage was determined by information obtained from a
survey/application (National School (Free & Reduced) Lunch Application forms cannot
be used as survey instruments), please provide the following information in writing on
school letterhead signed by a school official (such as the Principal, Vice Principal,
Superintendent or Director of Food Services):

1.) Total number of students enrolled

2.) Total number of surveys/applications sent out

3.) Number of surveys/applications returned

4.) Total number of students qualified for NSLP per the returned
surveys/applications

5.) Are the surveys/applications and results kept on file.

6.) Provide a sample copy of a FILLED OUT SURVEY/APPLICATION with the
child's personal information crossed out for confidentiality.

7.) A signed certification that reads: "I certify that only those students who meet
the Income Eligibility Guidelines of the National School Lunch Program have been
included in Column 5 of Item 9a, of Block 4 of the Form 471."



c.) If the discount was determined using a different method than what was identified
above, please indicate the method that was used and provide all relevant data.

Response

Questions concerning the Parkway schools were raised during the review of other District
applications earlier this year. We attached a May 10, 2006 e-mail to Joel Salaveria and
the document to which the e-mail refers to the end of our response (pages 6-31). Please
let us know if you have any additional information requests concerning these two sites.



Micah Rigdon

From: Cathy Cruzan

Sent: Wednesday, May 10, 2006 4:56 PM
To: ‘Salaveria, Joel'

Cc: Philadelphia; ‘Jennifer Gardner
Subject: SDP PIA Apps 517299 Response

Mr. Salaveria,

The response to PIA inquiry application 517299 is 7MB. | was concerned that due to the size of the file you might
not be able to receive it as an email attachment. For convenience | have provided a link below that you can
download this file from. Please reply by email so that | know that you have been able to successfully download
this PIA application response. Once again thank you for your assistance and please contact me directly if you
have any questions or need further documentation.

Thank you,

Cathy

Click here to download your files, or copy & paste the below link into your browser (be sure to get both
lines if your e-mail client wraps the text):

http://www.eratemanager.com/sendafile/getFiles.php?
i10=14&key=d80d59e27d1c2c47af775b59¢c71247e4

To conserve our server space, these files will be deleted on Wednesday, May 17th, 2006 at 04:48 PM. If
you need to download the files afterwards, the sender will need to re-upload the files.

Cathy Cruzan |Director of Client Operations

Funds For Learning, LLC | 501 S. Coltrane Road | Edmond, OK 73034

Direct 405.341.4140, x. 165 | FAX 405.341.7008

ccruzan@fundsforlearning.com |www.fundsforlearning.com | www.eratemanager.com

From: Salaveria, Joel [mailto:JSALAVE@sI.universalservice.org]
Sent: Wednesday, May 10, 2006 8:30 AM

To: Cathy Cruzan

Cc: Philadelphia; Jennifer Gardner

Subject: RE: SDP Apps 517299 and 518215

Thank you very much.

Sincerely,

Joel Salaveria

Schools And Libraries Division

Program Integrity Assurance

Phone : (973) 581-5055

Fax : (973) 599-6513

e-mail address: jsalave@sl.universalservice.org

From: Cathy Cruzan [mailto:ccruzan@fundsforlearning.com]

10/20/2006



Sent: Wednesday, May 10, 2006 9:27 AM
To: Salaveria, Joel

Cc: Philadelphia; Jennifer Gardner

Subject: RE: SDP Apps 517299 and 518215

Mr. Salaveria,
Thank you for your prompt response. | have attached the requested LOA per your request.
Kind regards,

Cathy

From: Salaveria, Joel [mailto:JSALAVE@sl.universalservice.org]
Sent: Wednesday, May 10, 2006 6:26 AM

To: Cathy Cruzan

Cc: Philadelphia

Subject: RE: SDP Apps 517299 and 518215

Good morning Cathy,
| am granting your request for extension until May 17, 2006. Please also provide LOA for providing
information for the district’'s E-rate applications. Thanks.

Sincerely,

Joel Salaveria

Schools And Libraries Division

Program Integrity Assurance

Phone : (973) 581-5055

Fax : (973) 599-6513

e-mail address: jsalave@sl.universalservice.org

From: Cathy Cruzan [mailto:ccruzan@fundsforlearning.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 09, 2006 4:19 PM

To: Salaveria, Joel

Cc: Philadelphia

Subject: SDP Apps 517299 and 518215

Mr. Salaveria:

Regarding your PIA request for the School District of Philadelphia applications 517299 and 518215, we
will have a response for the items on application 517299 (priority one services) ready for your review
tomorrow. The District would like to formally request additional time to respond to the PIA request for
application 518215 (priority two services). Please let us know if this request for additional time for
application 518215 is acceptable.

Thank you for your consideration and review of the District’s applications.

Cathy
Cathy Cruzan |Director of Client Operations

Funds For Learning, LLC | 501 S. Coltrane Road | Edmond, OK 73034
Direct 405.341.4140, x. 165 | FAX 405.341.7008

10/20/2006



ccruzan@fundsforlearning.com |www.fundsforlearning.com | www.eratemanager.com

This e-mail, including attachments, may include confidential and/or proprietary information and is
intended solely for the addressee(s)listed above. Access to this email by anyone else is unauthorized.

If you are not the intended recipient, you may not copy or distribute this e-mail or disclose its contents
to anyone. If you have received this e-mail in error, please notify the sender by replying to this message,
and then delete it.

10/20/2006



471AN(s): 517299 and 518215
Question No.: B
RE: Discount Rate Validation
FRN:  none specified

Question
Based upon review of your Form 471 application, we were not able to validate your requested discount for the following schools:
20378 | FRANKLIN LEARNING CENTER 90
176004 | PARKWAY CENTER CITY 80
225612 | PARKWAY NORTHWEST 80

If you choose to validate your original requested discount percentage, then please provide the appropriate documentation if one of the
following acceptable methods were used:

¢.  If the discount was determined using a different method than what was identified above, please indicate the
method that was used and provide all relevant data.

Response

Franklin Learning Center

The number of students eligible for the National School Lunch Program at Franklin
Learning Center is 495. The number listed on the Form 471 application is an error. The
correct E-rate discount for this location is 80%.

Parkway Schools

The District uses an alternative, USDA-approved approach to calculate the number of
NSLP-eligible students as certain school sites. This alternative, referred to as the “Yancey
Study,” is described below.

OVERVIEW OF METHODOLOGY

The District families who qualify for NSLP are identified by either (A) their inclusion on
the public welfare records or (B) their response to an in-person or telephone
questionnaire. Therefore, the District does not used surveys to calculate the number of
students eligible for free and reduced-price lunch. The attached report describes this
methodology with great specificity. (See “Philadelphia-Yancey-NSLP.pdf”)

The percentage of students eligible for free or reduced-price meals at each of the two

sites in question can be found in the Yancey Study. These percentages are listed in the
far-right column of the data listed at the end of the report. The table below summarizes
where you can find the data needed to validate the discount request for these two sites.

9%NSLP-
Admin Site Name As Page Eligible E-rate
BEN No. Name Listed in Study Number  Students Disc.
176004 508 Parkway Center City ~ Parkway School-Center City 17 70.00% 80%
225612 507  Parkway Northwest Parkway S G Lasalle Univ. 17 62.50% 80%

If there is additional information required concerning the methodology used to calculate
the NSLP-eligibility of the District’s school sites, please feel free to contact the District.



A Socio-Economic Study of
*  Students Attending
Philadelphia Public Schools

wWilliam ﬁ. Yancey, Ph.D.

Institute for Public Policy Studies
Temple University

November 10, 199%4

Introduction

This report presents the findings of a two step process
designed to estimate the number of Philadelphia public school
students who are qualified for free or reduced price lunches. 1In
the first step, the School District identified students who were
automatically qualified for free lunches. These students were
identified through computer searches of files supplied by the
Pennsylvania Department of Public Welfare. If a student lived in
a family that received Public Assistance, they were automatically
qualified for a free lunch in Philadelphia public schools. Once
the School District completed its computer match, we were
presented with two critical pleces df informatlion:

o The number of students who automatically qualify
for a free lunch - overall and for each school;

o mhe names, addresses, telephone numbers and most
recent schocl attended of those students who do
not automatically qualify for free lunches}‘

This is a study of the students who were not matched on the
welfare files. Two thousand five hundred and thirty five (2,5353)
students were selected through a stratified random sampling
process. These students are representative of the 91,716 active
non-matched (i.e., not belonging to a family on the welfare
1ists) students in the District. Through a combination of
telephone and face-to-face interviews, information was obtained
regarding the income level and household size for these students.
These are the two pieces of information required to determine
which students would qualify for 2 free lunch if they were to
make an application. ‘

Our research shows that 71% of the students attending
Philadelphia’s public schools are qualified for free lunches.
This figure includes the: '

o 50%t who were identified on the welfare roles



(i.e., automatically qualified) and

o .42% of the non-welfare gtudents, or 21% of the
total, that were qualified for free lunches based
oen income and household size.

In addition 18% of the non-welfare students, or 9% of the
total were qualified for reduced price lunches. Together this
.yesearch indicates that B80% of the students attending
philadelphia‘s public schools live in low-income households.

A similar study, conducted in 1991, found that 75% of public
school students were from low income families, thus in only three
years there has been an 5% increase in the number of students
from low income familles. This increase is consistent with the
changing rates of poverty in the city of Philadelphia over this
period. In 1991 the Current Population Survey found 20.7 percent
of households had incomes which were below the poverty level. The
1993 Current Population Survey found 26.5 percent of households
with incomes below the poverty level. The increasing rate of

po .
Philadelphia. The state welfare department reports that AFDC
cases increased from 144,828 cases in 1690-91, to 169,060 cases

in 1993-94.

What follows is a detailed description of the procedures we
followed to generate these estimates. First, we present a
description of the sample design. .Next, we describe the
questionnaire and method of data collection. Included is a
discussion of the potential bias resulting from interviews that
were not completed, and a comparison of results obtained from
telephone and field interviews. Estimates of the percent of non-
welfare students qualified for free and reduced price and
confidence intervals for these estimates lunches are provided.
The appendix lists the 265 schools included in this research and
shows the percent of students who were matched on the welfare
files, and the estimates of the percent who were qualified for
free and reduced price lunches. _

Sample Design

A cursory examination of the data describing the percent of
school’s non-welfare students that were qualified for free Or
reduced price lunches, and the percent of students who received
welfare, revealed that schools with a larger proportion of
welfare students tended to have a higher proportion of non-
welfare students who were qualified for free OX reduced lunches.
This finding strongly indicated that:

More precise estimates of the percent of non-welfare
students qualified for free or reduced price lunches
could be obtained if, for sampling purposes, schools
were stratified - or divided - by the proportion.of
student/households receiving welfare.



3

-

All active non-welfare students were placed in one of eight
groups based on the school they were most recently attending.
Schools were divided into strata according to the proportion of
the school’s students who were matched by the welfare files.

. Then a pre-determined number -of students/households were randomly
selected from within each of the strata, regardless of grade or

school.

The sample was designed to produce a sufficient number of
{nterviews to make accurate estimates of the percent of students
ified for free and reduced price lunches for each strata.

The accuracy of these estimates rests on the relative size of
gtrata and the expected proportion of students who are qualified
for participation in categorical programs. Experience tells us
to expect some {ncorrect telephone numbexrs and addresses, as well
as refusals to participate. Therefore the initial sample of
gtudent/households was larger than the required number of
completed intexviews.

mable 1 provides the basic information as to the number of
schools, number of students, and number of students drawn in each
strata. The sample represented approximately 4% - or one~in-
twenty-five ~ of the total eligible students. In strata B (over
g80% welfare match) the percent of eligible students who were
sampled is significantly highexr (67%). This is because the total
number of non-welfare students in this strata is small and in
oxder to get a sufficient number of interviews, we had to
oversample. For the analysis, {nterviews have been weighted by
the inverse of the probability of their selection.

pable 1: Schools, Study Population (Non-Welfare Students)
and Sample Size by Strata

Percent Non-Welfare
Welfare Student
Strata Match Schools Population Sample
1 0-19 18 14626 279
2 20-29 a0 14384 315
3 30-39 29 12197 442
4 40-49 36 17341 468
5 50-59 30 9633 545
5 60-69 60 15218 515
7 70-79 51 7445 523
_8 80-100 11 872
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The Quéstionnaire:

The questionnaire was short. It was designed to obtain only
that information necessary to classify households into one of
three categories: .

o  qualified for free lunch;
o qualified for reduced priced lunch;
o required to pay full price for lunch.

We placed students into these categories based on the USDA’s
1993-94 guidelines regarding household size and income.

The questionnaire began with a series of questions which
verified that the household was the primary residence and person
being interviewed was guardian or parent of the student selected
in the sample. This was followed by questions on how the student
traveled to school and what the student did regarding lunch
(L.e., did they bring a junch from home, eat in school
cafeteria, or buy lunch near gchool?).

These "warm—-up" questions were followed by questions that
addressed the number of children and adults living in the
household. We asked if the student was a foster child, thereby
automatically gqualifying for free lunches. We also asked whether
they received welfare and/or food stamps. Should the computer
matching fail to identify all studeht-households receiving food
stamps or welfare, positive answers tec these questions meant the
student was automatically qualified for free lunches.

Respondents were then asked a series of questions about
their various sources of income. In order to insure maximum

icipation with this gquestionnaire, we asked how it was ,
easiest for respondents to answer income questions (i.e. by the
year, month or week). '

Given the general sensitivity to questions concerning
income, we 'chose not to ask direct questions as to the actual
amount of income. For a given household gize and payment period
(yearly, monthly, or weekly), the interviewer guided by a
Computer Assisted Telephone Interviewing system (CATI) asked
whether or not household income was above or below the amount
specified for reduced iunches, (i.e. 185% of the federal poverty
level). Those whose income exceeded the 185% of federal poverty
were then asked if their income was above or below the amount
equivalent to 200% of the poverty level.

1f the respondent‘’s income was below 185% of the poverty
level, they were asked if their income was below the amount
specified for free lunches (135% of the poverty level). Those
who qualified for free lunch were also asked if their income was
below an amount equal to the poverty level. This procedure



satisfidd the basic objectives of this study and we belleve was
one of the factors that contributed to the relatively few
interviews broken off before critical income information was

obtained.

pata Collection:

In order to increase the level of cooperation with this
study, the Superintendent of the District sent a letter to the
parents of students included in the sample. The letter requested
the parent‘’s cooperation in the research and assured them that
their answers would be confidential. _

Interviews were conducted by Chilton Research Services using
a mixed telephone and personal interview methodology.
Interviewing was conducted by professional interviewers trained
and supervised by Chilton Research Services using a CATI system.
Both telephone and face-to-face interviews were edited for
legibility, completeness, consistency, logic, accuracy, and

validity.

Telephone or personal {nterviews were conducted in Spanish
as the need arose. Facllities for interviewing in other foreign
languages were not available.

The data collection tock place’ during the months of May,
June, July and August of 1994. There were two phases of data
collection. First, all initial contacts were attempted by
telephone. When a telephone number was incorrect or not
available, directory assistance was contacted to obtain a current
number. At least five attempts or weall-backs® were made for
each household. .

During this initial phase of data collection there were some
student households whose address and/or phone number were
incorrect. These incorrect addresses and/or telephone numbers
were over~-represented among students attending schools with high
percentages of wel fare-matched students. The names of these
students were given to the appropriate principals for a corrected
address and phone number. This effort, concentrated in schools
in the poorer strata, resulted in an additional 59 telephone
interviews that would have otherwise been sent to field
{nterviewers. Across all strata, telephone interviewing produced
2,127 interviews. ‘

The second phase of data collection took place between July
8 and August 4. Households, who had not béen contacted and
interviewed by telephone, were given to field interviewers for &
face-to-face interviews in the home. Up to three attempts were
made to contact each household. Across all strata 333 face-to-
face interviews were completed.
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The sample included 75 gtudents who had a sibling who was
also included in the sample. If we had eliminated these
nduplicates" from the study we would have under represented large
families. Rather than conduct a second interview, information
regarding family size and income was duplicated and these
sibling~students included in the analysis.

The number of sampled households and the number of
interviews that were completed are presented in Table 2.
Telephone interviews are over-represented among the strata with
fewer welfare students. Field interviews are more heavily
concentrated among students attending schools with higher
proportions of welfare students. This pattern of data collection
was anticipated given the commonly accepted relationship between
economic status and: (1) the accuracy of school records and (2)
telephone availability in the home.

Table 2: Sample Size, Completed Interviews
Total, Telephone and Field by Strata

Strata 1 r 3 4 5 6 7 g8 Total
Sample 379 315 442 468 549 515 523 586 3677

Interviews Completed

Telephone 184 215 291 285 313 290 286 263 2127
Fleld 19 10 32 38 37 - 62 56 70

Total 303 234 323 323 350 352 342 333 2460
Pct Field 9.4 8.1 9.9 11.8 10.6 17.6 16.4 21.0 13.5
puplicates 2 3 6 4 9 4 9 38 75

- potal Students

Represented
by Survey 205 237 329 327 339 356 as1 371 2535

Non~Responses:

Interviews were completed for 69% of the households sampled.
In spite of this high completion rate, the remaining 31% are non-
responses and represent potential bias in thie research.

There are many reasons why the parents of students, drawn
from the District’s records of active students might not have
been interviewed. A few parents refused to answer critical
questions about income. Some parents spoke neither English or
Spanish. Telephone numbers and addresses were incorrect. In
come cases the interviewers judged the residential areas &0
dangerous that they refused to enter. One interviewer was

mugged.



We have classified the non-responses into four groups.
First are the vpefusals.” This group consists of households that
were contacted but the respondent refused to participate in the
study, broke off the interview before answering questions
concerning income, OF continued to insist that we *call-back" at

Second are those who:spoke neither English or Spanish.
Apparently most of these respondents were recent Asian
immigrants. Less than two percent of the gsample (65 cases) were

lost because of a language barrier.

Third are households that were apparently correctly
identified but, in spite of five attempts, contact was never
made. No one answered the phone, an answering machine was alwvays
on, the phone was always busy, Or no one answered the door. We
were unable to contact, either by phone or in person, eleven
percent of the sample (390 cases).

Finally, there were the relative large number of student-
households (345) that contained incorrect telephone numbers and
addresses. Some houses were vacant, some addresses did not
exist; families or students had moved.

The potential bias resulting from these non-responses may be
evaluated by comparing the distributions of the reasons for non-
responses across the eight sampling strata to the distribution of
the sample. The number of non-responses for each of these four
sources, by sampling strata, are given in pable 3. We have also
calculated the non-response rates, poth total and for each of the
four sources, &Cross the eight sampling strata. The rates are
the percent of the sanple that did not result in a completed

interview.

pable 3: Interviews and Non-Responses by Strata

sample and Completed Interviews

- 2 3 4 _5_ 6 i g Tota:

Strata 6.
Sawple 379 315 442 468 549 515 523 586 3677
Interviews 203 234 323 323 350 352 342 333 2460
pDuplicates 2 3 § 4 9 4 9 38 75
Total Students _
Represented 205 237 329 327 359 356 sl 371 2535
: Number of Uncompleted Interviews by Reason
ompletes 14 78 113 141 190 159 172 " 215 1142
Refusals 11 30 44 37 65 48 39 48 342
Language Barriecr 7 16 8 12 11 8 2 1 6>
No Contact Made 26 19 36 55 59 58 64 73 39¢
incorrect Information 10 13 25 37 55 45 67 93 34:



. Table 3: continued
Rates of Uncompleted Interviews
Strata 1.2 3 4 5 6 1 8 Total
al Incomplete 26 24.8 22,8 g : p.9 32.9 36.7 31.1
usals 11.1 9.5 10.0 7.9 11.8 9.3 7.5 8.2 9.3
Language Barrier 2.5 5.1 1.8 2.6 2.0 1.6 0.4 0.2 1.8
No Contact Made 9.3 6.0 8.1 11.8 10.7 1l.3 2.2 12.5 10.6
Incorrect Information 3.6 4.1 5.7 7.9 10.0 8.7 12.8 15.8 5.4

Examination of these distributions indicates that the first
two types of non-responses are either few in number or are not
heavily skewed in one direction or the other. The rates which
respondents refused to participate is similar (9% to 12%) across
all strata. There appears to be slight tendency for refusals to
occur more often in strata with the lowest rates of welfare.
Language barriers, although rare, occurred in all strata. A
language barrier was most frequently encountered with students
attending schools with the lowest proportion of welfare families.

The rate of non-response resulting from our inability to
contact the household and from incorrect information is highest
among those strata with the higher proportions of welfare
famiiles. If the general pattern observed across strata,
indicating that incorrect information 1s more characteristic of
students attending schools with high proportions of students
receiving welfare is also true within stratum, then this study
may under-represent the poorest children.

One way to explore this issue is to compare the results that
were obtained from telephone interviews with the results of face-
to-face interviews. The telephone interviews were completed with
households with correct telephone numbers and/or addresses in the
pistrict’s files. The field interviews consisted of households
that we were unable to contact by telephone.

We have already noted that the face-to-face interviews were
more heavily concentrated in the poorer strata. Thus it is
expected that face-to-face interviews produce a higher proportion
of students that were gualified for free lunches (45.5%) than did
telephone interviews (26.7%). This tendency is also found within

sampling strata.

Table 4 presents the proportions of students who were
qualified for free lunches by whether the interview was
interviewed by telephone or in person. Face-to-face interviews
took place because of our inability to contact the household by
telephone. Not only are these more likely to have occurred among
the poorer strata, but within each strata, face-to-face
interviews are more likely to occur for students who are
qualified for free lunches. Stated differently, if there is a
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bias in this study resulting from non-responses due to inadequate

or incorrect information, it is likely that we have under-

represented the percent of students that are qualified for free
These results also indicate that had we relied on

lunches.
telephone interviewing alone, this under-estimation would have

presented a severe flaw in our inquiry.

Table 4: Percent of Students Qualified by
for Free Lunch by Interviewing Method
and Sampling Strata

a ace~to—-Face a
1 47.4 18.3
2 52.6 28.9
3 64.5 29.4
4 78.9 41.7
5 81.1 45.7
6 69.8 51.5
7 83.9 64.7
Total 76.8 46.4

Results:

student/households were placed in one of six categories
reflecting their qualification for free or reduced priced
lunches. These were foster children, those living in households
receiving welfare or food stamps, who agtomatically qualify for
free lunches, and three categories of income relative to the
poverty level--less than 135%, between 135% and 185 percent, and
above 185% of poverty. Table 5, presents the percent of ]
student/households falling into each of these groups by strata.

Table 5: Percent.or Households with Foster
Children, Receiving Welfare, Food Stamps, and
Income Relative to Poverty of Other Households

Bousehold Incone

Food at o) e

Percent
Welfare Foster Stamps below 135%- above
ata dren Welfar V4 135% 185% _185%
lt 20‘ .0 1.3 -5 13‘2 1506 63-4 ’
20-29% .0 5.9 5.1 19.8 17.7 .51.5
30-39% .3 7.6 3.4 21.4 21.7 45.6
40-49% .3 13.4 5.8 26.5 18.6 35.4
50-59% 1.1 13.9 8.6 25.6 ig.4 32.3
60“’69‘ 1-7 19.5 8-5 2501 19:2 2600
70-79% 1.4 29.1 11.7 25.6 14.5 17.7
£0-100% 1.3 33.2 19.6 24.9 11.8
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The estimated percent of non-welfare-matched students
qualified for free lunches is the sum of the first four columns

of Table 5: Foster, Welfare, Food Stamps and those below 135% of

the poverty level. The percent qualified for reduced price lunch
are those whose household income is between 135% and 185% of the

poverty level.

Table 6 presents the percent of students who were not
matched with the welfare files who were qualified for free and
reduced price lunches for each strata. As can be seen, the
percent of non-welfare students qualified for free and reduced
price lunches is directly related to the percent of students
whose families were identified on the welfare roles. Thus among
the 14,626 children attending the eighteen schools with less than
20% of their students on welfare, twenty-one percent of the non-
welfare-matched students are qualified for free lunches. By way
of contrast, among the 872 students attending the eleven schools
where over eighty percent of students received welfare, seventy-
nine percent of those not found in the welfare files gualified

for free lunches.

Table 6: Percent of Non-Welfare Students
Qualified for Free and Reduced Price Lunches

by Strata

Non-Welfare
Scrata Schools  Students Free Reduced  Other
lt 20% 18 14626 21.0 15.6 63.4
20-29% 30 14384 30.8 17.7 51.5
30-39% 29 12197 32.7 21.7 45.
40-49% 36 17341 46.0 18.6 35.4
50-59% 30 9633 49.3 18.4 32.3
60-69% 60 15218 54.8 19.2 26.0
70-79% 51 7445 67.8 14.5 17.7
£0-1008 11 g§72 79.1 11.8 9.1
Total 265 91716 41.8 18.1 40.2

Table 7 presents estimates of the percent of all students
qualified for frea and reduced price lunches. This is calculated
by combining the estimates of the percent of non-welfare students
who are qualified for free or reduced price lunches, with the
results of the computer matches of students and welfare files.
The computex match indicates the number of students who are
qualified for free lunches. By multiplying the number of
students, who were not matched on the welfare files, by the
percentages shown in Table 6, estimates of the number of these
students who gualified for free or reduced price lunches are
generated.
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For example, 82.5% of the 4,916 students attending the 11
schools in the 80% to 100% welfere strata received welfare. 1In
addition, seventy-rine percent of the 872 non-welfare matched
students attending these schools, or fourteen percent of the
total, also qualified for free lunches because they were foster
children, received welfare or food stamps or lived in households
with incomes below 135% of the poverty level. Thus 96% of the
students in this strata were qualified for free lunches. There
were also 12% of the non-welfare students attending these
schools, or 2% of the total, who qualified for reduced price
lunches because they lived in households with incomes between
135% and 1353 cf the poverty level. : ]

Table 7: Estimates of the Fercent of Students
Qualified for Free and Reduced Price Lunches

by Strata

Percent Number Percent Non- Non-—
Welfare of Welfzre Matched Total Welfare
Strata Scheols  Matched Free Eree Reduced
it ~20% is 15.8 17.7 33.5 13.1

20 - 29% 30 25.4 23.0 48.4 13.2

30 - 39% 29 34.2 21.5 55.7 14.3

40 - 49% k¥ 45.4 25.1 70.5 10.2

50 - 59% 30 55.1 22.2 77.2 . 8.3

60 - 65% 60 64.5 19.4 84.0 6.8

70 - 75% 51 74.1 17.5 91.7 - 3.8
80 - 89% ii 82.3 13.9 96.3 2.1
TOTAL 265 50.4 20.7 71.1 9.0

Calculation of Standard Error and Confidence Intervals:

As we have ganerated sixteen (16) estimates of the
proportion oi students who are qualified for free and reduce
price meals we have calculated 16 standard errors and confidence

intervals. This is done using the equation:
| tandard Exxor = / (p * q / n)

Where:
p = the proportion of students qualified for free (or reduced

price) lunch
q = the proportion whick are not qualified
n = the slze of the sample for each strata.

One hal:s of the 93% confidence interval is obtained by :
multiplying the standard error by 1.96. The results are given in
the Table 8. For the first strata, the proportion of students
qualified for iree lunches is 21 percent with a $5% confidence
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i{nterval of +/= 5.6%. This means that if this research were
replicated 100 times, 95-out~-of~100 times the estimate of the
percent of non-welfare students in the first strata qualified for
free lunch would be between 15.4% and 28.6%.

Table 8: Standard Errors and Confidence xngervals

by Strata

; Welfare Estimated Standaxd Half of Estimated Standard Half of Sample

-20 21.0 2.8 5.6 15.6 2.5 5.0 205
20 - 29 3008 3.0 5.9 17.7 2.5 ‘.9 237
30 - 3% 32.7 2.6 5.1 21.7 2.3 4.5 329
10 - 49 46.0 2.8 5.4 18.6 2.2 4.2 327
50 - 59 49.3 2.6 5.2 18.4 2.0 4.0 359
50 -~ 69 54.8 2.6 5.2 19,2 2.1 4.1 35¢€
70 - 79 67.8 2.5 4.9 14.5 1.9 3.7 351
g0 _-100 79.1 _2.1 4.1 11.8 1.7 3.3 371

These confidance intérvals appear to be relatively large,
especially 1n the case of the lower strata where the 95%
confidence interval is above +/-5% percent.

It will be remembered that the study population of this
research is only those students who were not matched on the
welfare files. When we take this into consideration, and ask the

estion of the size of the confidence intervals relative to the
total enrollments, a somewhat different conclusion is suggested
concerning the accuracy of these estimates. For example, in the
highest strata 83% of students were excluded from the study
because they were matched on the public assistance files. This
research indicates that 73% of the non-welfare students in this
strata, or 14% of the total, are qualified for free lunches.
Similarly, the confidence {interval is +/- 4.1% of eighteen
percent. Thus the confidence interval for the highest strata is
less than 1% of the total students in these schools.

We have repeated this calculation for all strata. The
results are given in Table 9. As expected, the adjustments of
confidence intervals are directly related to the proportion of
all students covered by the study. The reduction in the size of
the confldence interval is greatest among those strata where
there were relatively few students whose families were not
recelving pubiic assistance.



Percent

% Welfare
—Strata _
-20
20 - 29
30 - 38
40 - 49
50 - 58
60 - 69
70 - 719

Percent
Not Matched
»k axre

84.2
74.6
65.8
54.6
44.9
35.5
25.9
17.5

Table 9: Adjusted Confidence Intervals
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COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
333 MARKET STREET
HARRISBURG, PA 17126-0332
Wi pae.state. pa.us

July 8, 2005

Mr. Wayne Grasela

Division of Food Services
school District of Philadelphia
440 North Broad Strest
Philadelphia, PA 19146

Dear Wayne:

The United States Departiment of Agriculture (USDA) has approved the Schoo!
District of Philadelphia’s (SDOP) continued use of 1994 free and reduced price
meal claiming percentages for schools operating under the Paperwork Reduction
Pilot Project. The USDA has advised us that the 2005-06 School Year is likely
the last year the 1894 claiming percentages can be used to claim federal and
state meal reimbursements.

in the next few months, the USDA will engage SDOP and Pennsylvania
Department of Education (PDE) staff in discussions regarding options to
transition SDOP into a current and acceptable set of data for use in claiming
federal and state funds.

Please call me with any questions or comments at (717) 783-6556.
Thank you.

Sincerely,

Patricia Birkenshaw

State Director

Child Nutrition Programs

Division of Food and Nutrition

Bureau of Budget and Fiscal Management

co Yonda Fekete
Sandy Souder



Exhibit L

February 15, 2007

via e-mail: appeals@sl.universalservice.org

Letter of Appeal

Schools and Libraries Division — Correspondence Unit
100 South Jefferson Road

PO Box 902

Whippany, NJ 07981

LETTER OF APPEAL
FRN DENIALS

Applicant:  School District of Philadelphia
Entity Number: 126161
Form 471 Application No.: 519253
Funding Year: 2006
FRN Number: 1443032 and 1443041
FCDL Decision Date:  12/20/2006

The School District of Philadelphia (“SDP”), by its undersigned representative, hereby
appeals the FRN denials of the Schools and Libraries Division (“SLD”) of the Universal
Service Administrative Company in the above-captioned matter.

ISSUE FOR CLARIFICATION ON APPEAL.:
= Did the SLD correctly reduce the funding discount rate requested on the above

referenced Funding Requests?

STATEMENT OF FACTS
SDP filed FRN 1443032 and FRN 1443041 requesting Internal Connections at an 80%

discount rate level. Both of the above referenced funding requests were denied for the

-1-


vjolley
Text Box
Exhibit D


following reason, “Given demand, the funding cap will not provide for Internal
Connections/Basic Maintenance of Internal Connections at your approved discount level
to be funded.” However, both of these FRNs were originally filed requesting 80%
discount level funding, which at the current time is not at a level being denied for being
below the discount rate threshold. It appears both of the funding requests were reduced
to 79% discount levels and then were denied for being below the discount rate threshold.

DISCUSSION

In October 2006, SDP responded to PIA regarding 2 of the 54 sites listed on the FRNs at
issue. A copy of the relevant PIA question and response are attached as Exhibit A. At
that time, SDP provided documentation to support the requested discount rate of 80%.
No further questions regarding the provided documentation were ever received, nor were

any guestions received regarding the other 52 sites on the FRN.

SDP does use an alternative discount method to determine the discount rate for many of
its school sites. Per the FCC and the USAC website, the use of alternative discount
mechanisms is allowed. If the PIA reviewer had additional questions regarding the
District’s numbers, the reviewer never asked them to SDP. This same alternative
discount method has been used by SDP since they began applying for Universal Service
funding. Before the District’s discount rate was reduced, the District should have been
alerted during PI1A and given a chance to defend their numbers. This has been the first
time SDP had a reduction in the requested discount amount. As such, the District is
concerned the reviewer misunderstood the discount rate calculation and should have

made further inquiries before reducing the discount rate.



ADMINISTRATIVE ACTION REQUESTED

The District should have been provided with an opportunity to support their requested
discount rate before it was reduced by the PIA reviewer. Accordingly, SDP requests that
the SLD reverse the decision that the above referenced FRNs should be reduced to 79%

and remand the case back to PIA for further inquiry.

Respectfully,

U D/
Jonn D. Harrington

Funds For Learning, LLC
On Behalf of The School District of Philadelphia

501 South Coltrane

Edmond, OK 73003

405.341.4140
jharrington@fundsforlearning.com
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FCC Form 471
Program Integrity Assurance Response

School District of Philadelphia
Funding Year 2006

Application No. 519253



471AN: 519253
Question No.: 1
RE: Item 21 Attachments
FRN:  None Specified

Question

USAC has not yet received the Item 21 Attachments for your FY2006 Form 471
application # 519253. In order to process the Form 471, we must receive the Item 21
Attachments. If you are unsure what constitutes an Item 21 Attachment, please refer to
the Form 471 Instructions available at: Step 7: Submit Application for Support
http://www.universalservice.org/sl/applicants/step07/ for support/

If you have not yet submitted the Item 21 Attachments, please do so using our online
system available at www.sl.universalservice.org/menu.asp and then notify us when this is
done, or forward the Item 21 Attachments to our attention at the fax number indicated
below.

If you have already submitted the Item 21 Attachments, please fax an EXACT COPY of
the Item 21 Attachments that were previously submitted. If you do not wish to resubmit
the Item 21 Attachment, you are not required to do so. We will process your application
once the Item 21 Attachments are available in our online system or have been imaged
into our system.

Response
The district submitted the Item 21 attachments for Application Number 519253 via the
SLD on-line submission tool on October, 13" 2006.



471AN: 519253
Question No.: 2
RE:  Parkway Center and Parkway Northwest Discount Percentage
FRN:  None Specified

Question
Based upon review of your Form 471 application, we were not able to validate your
requested discount percentages of:

a) PARKWAY CENTER CITY 80%
b) PARKWAY NORTHWEST 80%

If you choose to validate your original requested discount percentages, then please
provide the appropriate documentation if one of the following acceptable methods you
used to calculate your discount:

a.) If the school participates in a National School Lunch Program (NSLP), please provide
a signed copy (preferably by the Principal, Vice-Principal, Superintendent or chief school
official, or Director of Food Services) of a Reimbursement Claim Form that the school
sends to the state each month. Make sure that the following 3 items are identified:

1.) The Entity name

2.) The total number of students enrolled at the entity

3.) The total number of students eligible for Free/Reduced Lunch Program for the
entity

If the school district fills out an aggregate claim form for the school district, also provide
a signed letter from a school official (preferably the Superintendent or chief school
official) that lists the enrollment and Free/Reduced information for each school in the
district. The enrollment and Free/Reduced information provided in your letter should
match the claim form.

b.) If the discount percentage was determined by information obtained from a
survey/application (National School (Free & Reduced) Lunch Application forms cannot
be used as survey instruments), please provide the following information in writing on
school letterhead signed by a school official (such as the Principal, Vice Principal,
Superintendent or Director of Food Services):

1.) Total number of students enrolled

2.) Total number of surveys/applications sent out

3.) Number of surveys/applications returned

4.) Total number of students qualified for NSLP per the returned
surveys/applications

5.) Are the surveys/applications and results kept on file.

6.) Provide a sample copy of a FILLED OUT SURVEY/APPLICATION with the
child's personal information crossed out for confidentiality.

7.) A signed certification that reads: "I certify that only those students who meet
the Income Eligibility Guidelines of the National School Lunch Program have been
included in Column 5 of Item 9a, of Block 4 of the Form 471."



c.) If the discount was determined using a different method than what was identified
above, please indicate the method that was used and provide all relevant data.

Response

Questions concerning the Parkway schools were raised during the review of other District
applications earlier this year. We attached a May 10, 2006 e-mail to Joel Salaveria and
the document to which the e-mail refers to the end of our response (pages 6-31). Please
let us know if you have any additional information requests concerning these two sites.



471AN: 519253
Question No.: 3
RE:  Notice of Possible Errors
FRN:  None Specified

Question
NOTICE OF POSSIBLE ERRORS:

The following items on your Form 471 may contain errors, but we were unable to detect
them during our review process:

e Block 1 - Billed Entity Name, Billed Entity Number or Billed Entity contact
information.

e Block 4 - Discount calculation worksheets

e Block 5 - Service Provider Identification Number (SPIN) or service provider name
(if the change is a corrective rather than operational change)

e Block 5 - Contract number

Block 5 - Billing account number

Block 5 - Funds requested in an FRN

Block 5 - Entity(ies)/Worksheet cited in an FRN

Block 6 - Amount budgeted for ineligible services

If you detect any errors in these items, you can make corrections during the next 15 days.
To request a correction, make a copy of your Form 471 and draw a line through each
incorrect item and mark clearly next to it the corrected information.

It is your responsibility to review your Form 471 application and provide corrections to
us. All corrections should be submitted to me by fax or email.

Response

At this time, the District is not aware of any ministerial or clerical errors on its Form 471
that would require a correction. The District reserves the right to make corrections if
errors are found at a later date. In the event USAC discovers errors, the District requests
USAC inform them in writing of the errors, along with a clear and specific explanation of
how the District should remedy those errors. See Bishop Perry Order, File Nos. SLD-
487170, et al., CC Docket No. 02-6, 21 FCC Rcd 5316, para. 23 (rel. May 19, 2006).



Micah Rigdon

From: Cathy Cruzan

Sent: Wednesday, May 10, 2006 4:56 PM
To: ‘Salaveria, Joel'

Cc: Philadelphia; ‘Jennifer Gardner
Subject: SDP PIA Apps 517299 Response

Mr. Salaveria,

The response to PIA inquiry application 517299 is 7MB. | was concerned that due to the size of the file you might
not be able to receive it as an email attachment. For convenience | have provided a link below that you can
download this file from. Please reply by email so that | know that you have been able to successfully download
this PIA application response. Once again thank you for your assistance and please contact me directly if you
have any questions or need further documentation.

Thank you,

Cathy

Click here to download your files, or copy & paste the below link into your browser (be sure to get both
lines if your e-mail client wraps the text):

http://www.eratemanager.com/sendafile/getFiles.php?
i10=14&key=d80d59e27d1c2c47af775b59¢c71247e4

To conserve our server space, these files will be deleted on Wednesday, May 17th, 2006 at 04:48 PM. If
you need to download the files afterwards, the sender will need to re-upload the files.

Cathy Cruzan |Director of Client Operations

Funds For Learning, LLC | 501 S. Coltrane Road | Edmond, OK 73034

Direct 405.341.4140, x. 165 | FAX 405.341.7008

ccruzan@fundsforlearning.com |www.fundsforlearning.com | www.eratemanager.com

From: Salaveria, Joel [mailto:JSALAVE@sI.universalservice.org]
Sent: Wednesday, May 10, 2006 8:30 AM

To: Cathy Cruzan

Cc: Philadelphia; Jennifer Gardner

Subject: RE: SDP Apps 517299 and 518215

Thank you very much.

Sincerely,

Joel Salaveria

Schools And Libraries Division

Program Integrity Assurance

Phone : (973) 581-5055

Fax : (973) 599-6513

e-mail address: jsalave@sl.universalservice.org

From: Cathy Cruzan [mailto:ccruzan@fundsforlearning.com]

10/20/2006



Sent: Wednesday, May 10, 2006 9:27 AM
To: Salaveria, Joel

Cc: Philadelphia; Jennifer Gardner

Subject: RE: SDP Apps 517299 and 518215

Mr. Salaveria,
Thank you for your prompt response. | have attached the requested LOA per your request.
Kind regards,

Cathy

From: Salaveria, Joel [mailto:JSALAVE@sl.universalservice.org]
Sent: Wednesday, May 10, 2006 6:26 AM

To: Cathy Cruzan

Cc: Philadelphia

Subject: RE: SDP Apps 517299 and 518215

Good morning Cathy,
| am granting your request for extension until May 17, 2006. Please also provide LOA for providing
information for the district’'s E-rate applications. Thanks.

Sincerely,

Joel Salaveria

Schools And Libraries Division

Program Integrity Assurance

Phone : (973) 581-5055

Fax : (973) 599-6513

e-mail address: jsalave@sl.universalservice.org

From: Cathy Cruzan [mailto:ccruzan@fundsforlearning.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 09, 2006 4:19 PM

To: Salaveria, Joel

Cc: Philadelphia

Subject: SDP Apps 517299 and 518215

Mr. Salaveria:

Regarding your PIA request for the School District of Philadelphia applications 517299 and 518215, we
will have a response for the items on application 517299 (priority one services) ready for your review
tomorrow. The District would like to formally request additional time to respond to the PIA request for
application 518215 (priority two services). Please let us know if this request for additional time for
application 518215 is acceptable.

Thank you for your consideration and review of the District’s applications.

Cathy
Cathy Cruzan |Director of Client Operations

Funds For Learning, LLC | 501 S. Coltrane Road | Edmond, OK 73034
Direct 405.341.4140, x. 165 | FAX 405.341.7008

10/20/2006



ccruzan@fundsforlearning.com |www.fundsforlearning.com | www.eratemanager.com

This e-mail, including attachments, may include confidential and/or proprietary information and is
intended solely for the addressee(s)listed above. Access to this email by anyone else is unauthorized.

If you are not the intended recipient, you may not copy or distribute this e-mail or disclose its contents
to anyone. If you have received this e-mail in error, please notify the sender by replying to this message,
and then delete it.

10/20/2006



471AN(s): 517299 and 518215
Question No.: B
RE: Discount Rate Validation
FRN:  none specified

Question
Based upon review of your Form 471 application, we were not able to validate your requested discount for the following schools:
20378 | FRANKLIN LEARNING CENTER 90
176004 | PARKWAY CENTER CITY 80
225612 | PARKWAY NORTHWEST 80

If you choose to validate your original requested discount percentage, then please provide the appropriate documentation if one of the
following acceptable methods were used:

¢.  If the discount was determined using a different method than what was identified above, please indicate the
method that was used and provide all relevant data.

Response

Franklin Learning Center

The number of students eligible for the National School Lunch Program at Franklin
Learning Center is 495. The number listed on the Form 471 application is an error. The
correct E-rate discount for this location is 80%.

Parkway Schools

The District uses an alternative, USDA-approved approach to calculate the number of
NSLP-eligible students as certain school sites. This alternative, referred to as the “Yancey
Study,” is described below.

OVERVIEW OF METHODOLOGY

The District families who qualify for NSLP are identified by either (A) their inclusion on
the public welfare records or (B) their response to an in-person or telephone
questionnaire. Therefore, the District does not used surveys to calculate the number of
students eligible for free and reduced-price lunch. The attached report describes this
methodology with great specificity. (See “Philadelphia-Yancey-NSLP.pdf”)

The percentage of students eligible for free or reduced-price meals at each of the two

sites in question can be found in the Yancey Study. These percentages are listed in the
far-right column of the data listed at the end of the report. The table below summarizes
where you can find the data needed to validate the discount request for these two sites.

9%NSLP-
Admin Site Name As Page Eligible E-rate
BEN No. Name Listed in Study Number  Students Disc.
176004 508 Parkway Center City ~ Parkway School-Center City 17 70.00% 80%
225612 507  Parkway Northwest Parkway S G Lasalle Univ. 17 62.50% 80%

If there is additional information required concerning the methodology used to calculate
the NSLP-eligibility of the District’s school sites, please feel free to contact the District.



A Socio-Economic Study of
*  Students Attending
Philadelphia Public Schools

wWilliam ﬁ. Yancey, Ph.D.

Institute for Public Policy Studies
Temple University

November 10, 199%4

Introduction

This report presents the findings of a two step process
designed to estimate the number of Philadelphia public school
students who are qualified for free or reduced price lunches. 1In
the first step, the School District identified students who were
automatically qualified for free lunches. These students were
identified through computer searches of files supplied by the
Pennsylvania Department of Public Welfare. If a student lived in
a family that received Public Assistance, they were automatically
qualified for a free lunch in Philadelphia public schools. Once
the School District completed its computer match, we were
presented with two critical pleces df informatlion:

o The number of students who automatically qualify
for a free lunch - overall and for each school;

o mhe names, addresses, telephone numbers and most
recent schocl attended of those students who do
not automatically qualify for free lunches}‘

This is a study of the students who were not matched on the
welfare files. Two thousand five hundred and thirty five (2,5353)
students were selected through a stratified random sampling
process. These students are representative of the 91,716 active
non-matched (i.e., not belonging to a family on the welfare
1ists) students in the District. Through a combination of
telephone and face-to-face interviews, information was obtained
regarding the income level and household size for these students.
These are the two pieces of information required to determine
which students would qualify for 2 free lunch if they were to
make an application. ‘

Our research shows that 71% of the students attending
Philadelphia’s public schools are qualified for free lunches.
This figure includes the: '

o 50%t who were identified on the welfare roles



(i.e., automatically qualified) and

o .42% of the non-welfare gtudents, or 21% of the
total, that were qualified for free lunches based
oen income and household size.

In addition 18% of the non-welfare students, or 9% of the
total were qualified for reduced price lunches. Together this
.yesearch indicates that B80% of the students attending
philadelphia‘s public schools live in low-income households.

A similar study, conducted in 1991, found that 75% of public
school students were from low income families, thus in only three
years there has been an 5% increase in the number of students
from low income familles. This increase is consistent with the
changing rates of poverty in the city of Philadelphia over this
period. In 1991 the Current Population Survey found 20.7 percent
of households had incomes which were below the poverty level. The
1993 Current Population Survey found 26.5 percent of households
with incomes below the poverty level. The increasing rate of

po .
Philadelphia. The state welfare department reports that AFDC
cases increased from 144,828 cases in 1690-91, to 169,060 cases

in 1993-94.

What follows is a detailed description of the procedures we
followed to generate these estimates. First, we present a
description of the sample design. .Next, we describe the
questionnaire and method of data collection. Included is a
discussion of the potential bias resulting from interviews that
were not completed, and a comparison of results obtained from
telephone and field interviews. Estimates of the percent of non-
welfare students qualified for free and reduced price and
confidence intervals for these estimates lunches are provided.
The appendix lists the 265 schools included in this research and
shows the percent of students who were matched on the welfare
files, and the estimates of the percent who were qualified for
free and reduced price lunches. _

Sample Design

A cursory examination of the data describing the percent of
school’s non-welfare students that were qualified for free Or
reduced price lunches, and the percent of students who received
welfare, revealed that schools with a larger proportion of
welfare students tended to have a higher proportion of non-
welfare students who were qualified for free OX reduced lunches.
This finding strongly indicated that:

More precise estimates of the percent of non-welfare
students qualified for free or reduced price lunches
could be obtained if, for sampling purposes, schools
were stratified - or divided - by the proportion.of
student/households receiving welfare.
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-

All active non-welfare students were placed in one of eight
groups based on the school they were most recently attending.
Schools were divided into strata according to the proportion of
the school’s students who were matched by the welfare files.

. Then a pre-determined number -of students/households were randomly
selected from within each of the strata, regardless of grade or

school.

The sample was designed to produce a sufficient number of
{nterviews to make accurate estimates of the percent of students
ified for free and reduced price lunches for each strata.

The accuracy of these estimates rests on the relative size of
gtrata and the expected proportion of students who are qualified
for participation in categorical programs. Experience tells us
to expect some {ncorrect telephone numbexrs and addresses, as well
as refusals to participate. Therefore the initial sample of
gtudent/households was larger than the required number of
completed intexviews.

mable 1 provides the basic information as to the number of
schools, number of students, and number of students drawn in each
strata. The sample represented approximately 4% - or one~in-
twenty-five ~ of the total eligible students. In strata B (over
g80% welfare match) the percent of eligible students who were
sampled is significantly highexr (67%). This is because the total
number of non-welfare students in this strata is small and in
oxder to get a sufficient number of interviews, we had to
oversample. For the analysis, {nterviews have been weighted by
the inverse of the probability of their selection.

pable 1: Schools, Study Population (Non-Welfare Students)
and Sample Size by Strata

Percent Non-Welfare
Welfare Student
Strata Match Schools Population Sample
1 0-19 18 14626 279
2 20-29 a0 14384 315
3 30-39 29 12197 442
4 40-49 36 17341 468
5 50-59 30 9633 545
5 60-69 60 15218 515
7 70-79 51 7445 523
_8 80-100 11 872
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The Quéstionnaire:

The questionnaire was short. It was designed to obtain only
that information necessary to classify households into one of
three categories: .

o  qualified for free lunch;
o qualified for reduced priced lunch;
o required to pay full price for lunch.

We placed students into these categories based on the USDA’s
1993-94 guidelines regarding household size and income.

The questionnaire began with a series of questions which
verified that the household was the primary residence and person
being interviewed was guardian or parent of the student selected
in the sample. This was followed by questions on how the student
traveled to school and what the student did regarding lunch
(L.e., did they bring a junch from home, eat in school
cafeteria, or buy lunch near gchool?).

These "warm—-up" questions were followed by questions that
addressed the number of children and adults living in the
household. We asked if the student was a foster child, thereby
automatically gqualifying for free lunches. We also asked whether
they received welfare and/or food stamps. Should the computer
matching fail to identify all studeht-households receiving food
stamps or welfare, positive answers tec these questions meant the
student was automatically qualified for free lunches.

Respondents were then asked a series of questions about
their various sources of income. In order to insure maximum

icipation with this gquestionnaire, we asked how it was ,
easiest for respondents to answer income questions (i.e. by the
year, month or week). '

Given the general sensitivity to questions concerning
income, we 'chose not to ask direct questions as to the actual
amount of income. For a given household gize and payment period
(yearly, monthly, or weekly), the interviewer guided by a
Computer Assisted Telephone Interviewing system (CATI) asked
whether or not household income was above or below the amount
specified for reduced iunches, (i.e. 185% of the federal poverty
level). Those whose income exceeded the 185% of federal poverty
were then asked if their income was above or below the amount
equivalent to 200% of the poverty level.

1f the respondent‘’s income was below 185% of the poverty
level, they were asked if their income was below the amount
specified for free lunches (135% of the poverty level). Those
who qualified for free lunch were also asked if their income was
below an amount equal to the poverty level. This procedure



satisfidd the basic objectives of this study and we belleve was
one of the factors that contributed to the relatively few
interviews broken off before critical income information was

obtained.

pata Collection:

In order to increase the level of cooperation with this
study, the Superintendent of the District sent a letter to the
parents of students included in the sample. The letter requested
the parent‘’s cooperation in the research and assured them that
their answers would be confidential. _

Interviews were conducted by Chilton Research Services using
a mixed telephone and personal interview methodology.
Interviewing was conducted by professional interviewers trained
and supervised by Chilton Research Services using a CATI system.
Both telephone and face-to-face interviews were edited for
legibility, completeness, consistency, logic, accuracy, and

validity.

Telephone or personal {nterviews were conducted in Spanish
as the need arose. Facllities for interviewing in other foreign
languages were not available.

The data collection tock place’ during the months of May,
June, July and August of 1994. There were two phases of data
collection. First, all initial contacts were attempted by
telephone. When a telephone number was incorrect or not
available, directory assistance was contacted to obtain a current
number. At least five attempts or weall-backs® were made for
each household. .

During this initial phase of data collection there were some
student households whose address and/or phone number were
incorrect. These incorrect addresses and/or telephone numbers
were over~-represented among students attending schools with high
percentages of wel fare-matched students. The names of these
students were given to the appropriate principals for a corrected
address and phone number. This effort, concentrated in schools
in the poorer strata, resulted in an additional 59 telephone
interviews that would have otherwise been sent to field
{nterviewers. Across all strata, telephone interviewing produced
2,127 interviews. ‘

The second phase of data collection took place between July
8 and August 4. Households, who had not béen contacted and
interviewed by telephone, were given to field interviewers for &
face-to-face interviews in the home. Up to three attempts were
made to contact each household. Across all strata 333 face-to-
face interviews were completed.
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The sample included 75 gtudents who had a sibling who was
also included in the sample. If we had eliminated these
nduplicates" from the study we would have under represented large
families. Rather than conduct a second interview, information
regarding family size and income was duplicated and these
sibling~students included in the analysis.

The number of sampled households and the number of
interviews that were completed are presented in Table 2.
Telephone interviews are over-represented among the strata with
fewer welfare students. Field interviews are more heavily
concentrated among students attending schools with higher
proportions of welfare students. This pattern of data collection
was anticipated given the commonly accepted relationship between
economic status and: (1) the accuracy of school records and (2)
telephone availability in the home.

Table 2: Sample Size, Completed Interviews
Total, Telephone and Field by Strata

Strata 1 r 3 4 5 6 7 g8 Total
Sample 379 315 442 468 549 515 523 586 3677

Interviews Completed

Telephone 184 215 291 285 313 290 286 263 2127
Fleld 19 10 32 38 37 - 62 56 70

Total 303 234 323 323 350 352 342 333 2460
Pct Field 9.4 8.1 9.9 11.8 10.6 17.6 16.4 21.0 13.5
puplicates 2 3 6 4 9 4 9 38 75

- potal Students

Represented
by Survey 205 237 329 327 339 356 as1 371 2535

Non~Responses:

Interviews were completed for 69% of the households sampled.
In spite of this high completion rate, the remaining 31% are non-
responses and represent potential bias in thie research.

There are many reasons why the parents of students, drawn
from the District’s records of active students might not have
been interviewed. A few parents refused to answer critical
questions about income. Some parents spoke neither English or
Spanish. Telephone numbers and addresses were incorrect. In
come cases the interviewers judged the residential areas &0
dangerous that they refused to enter. One interviewer was

mugged.



We have classified the non-responses into four groups.
First are the vpefusals.” This group consists of households that
were contacted but the respondent refused to participate in the
study, broke off the interview before answering questions
concerning income, OF continued to insist that we *call-back" at

Second are those who:spoke neither English or Spanish.
Apparently most of these respondents were recent Asian
immigrants. Less than two percent of the gsample (65 cases) were

lost because of a language barrier.

Third are households that were apparently correctly
identified but, in spite of five attempts, contact was never
made. No one answered the phone, an answering machine was alwvays
on, the phone was always busy, Or no one answered the door. We
were unable to contact, either by phone or in person, eleven
percent of the sample (390 cases).

Finally, there were the relative large number of student-
households (345) that contained incorrect telephone numbers and
addresses. Some houses were vacant, some addresses did not
exist; families or students had moved.

The potential bias resulting from these non-responses may be
evaluated by comparing the distributions of the reasons for non-
responses across the eight sampling strata to the distribution of
the sample. The number of non-responses for each of these four
sources, by sampling strata, are given in pable 3. We have also
calculated the non-response rates, poth total and for each of the
four sources, &Cross the eight sampling strata. The rates are
the percent of the sanple that did not result in a completed

interview.

pable 3: Interviews and Non-Responses by Strata

sample and Completed Interviews

- 2 3 4 _5_ 6 i g Tota:

Strata 6.
Sawple 379 315 442 468 549 515 523 586 3677
Interviews 203 234 323 323 350 352 342 333 2460
pDuplicates 2 3 § 4 9 4 9 38 75
Total Students _
Represented 205 237 329 327 359 356 sl 371 2535
: Number of Uncompleted Interviews by Reason
ompletes 14 78 113 141 190 159 172 " 215 1142
Refusals 11 30 44 37 65 48 39 48 342
Language Barriecr 7 16 8 12 11 8 2 1 6>
No Contact Made 26 19 36 55 59 58 64 73 39¢
incorrect Information 10 13 25 37 55 45 67 93 34:



. Table 3: continued
Rates of Uncompleted Interviews
Strata 1.2 3 4 5 6 1 8 Total
al Incomplete 26 24.8 22,8 g : p.9 32.9 36.7 31.1
usals 11.1 9.5 10.0 7.9 11.8 9.3 7.5 8.2 9.3
Language Barrier 2.5 5.1 1.8 2.6 2.0 1.6 0.4 0.2 1.8
No Contact Made 9.3 6.0 8.1 11.8 10.7 1l.3 2.2 12.5 10.6
Incorrect Information 3.6 4.1 5.7 7.9 10.0 8.7 12.8 15.8 5.4

Examination of these distributions indicates that the first
two types of non-responses are either few in number or are not
heavily skewed in one direction or the other. The rates which
respondents refused to participate is similar (9% to 12%) across
all strata. There appears to be slight tendency for refusals to
occur more often in strata with the lowest rates of welfare.
Language barriers, although rare, occurred in all strata. A
language barrier was most frequently encountered with students
attending schools with the lowest proportion of welfare families.

The rate of non-response resulting from our inability to
contact the household and from incorrect information is highest
among those strata with the higher proportions of welfare
famiiles. If the general pattern observed across strata,
indicating that incorrect information 1s more characteristic of
students attending schools with high proportions of students
receiving welfare is also true within stratum, then this study
may under-represent the poorest children.

One way to explore this issue is to compare the results that
were obtained from telephone interviews with the results of face-
to-face interviews. The telephone interviews were completed with
households with correct telephone numbers and/or addresses in the
pistrict’s files. The field interviews consisted of households
that we were unable to contact by telephone.

We have already noted that the face-to-face interviews were
more heavily concentrated in the poorer strata. Thus it is
expected that face-to-face interviews produce a higher proportion
of students that were gualified for free lunches (45.5%) than did
telephone interviews (26.7%). This tendency is also found within

sampling strata.

Table 4 presents the proportions of students who were
qualified for free lunches by whether the interview was
interviewed by telephone or in person. Face-to-face interviews
took place because of our inability to contact the household by
telephone. Not only are these more likely to have occurred among
the poorer strata, but within each strata, face-to-face
interviews are more likely to occur for students who are
qualified for free lunches. Stated differently, if there is a
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bias in this study resulting from non-responses due to inadequate

or incorrect information, it is likely that we have under-

represented the percent of students that are qualified for free
These results also indicate that had we relied on

lunches.
telephone interviewing alone, this under-estimation would have

presented a severe flaw in our inquiry.

Table 4: Percent of Students Qualified by
for Free Lunch by Interviewing Method
and Sampling Strata

a ace~to—-Face a
1 47.4 18.3
2 52.6 28.9
3 64.5 29.4
4 78.9 41.7
5 81.1 45.7
6 69.8 51.5
7 83.9 64.7
Total 76.8 46.4

Results:

student/households were placed in one of six categories
reflecting their qualification for free or reduced priced
lunches. These were foster children, those living in households
receiving welfare or food stamps, who agtomatically qualify for
free lunches, and three categories of income relative to the
poverty level--less than 135%, between 135% and 185 percent, and
above 185% of poverty. Table 5, presents the percent of ]
student/households falling into each of these groups by strata.

Table 5: Percent.or Households with Foster
Children, Receiving Welfare, Food Stamps, and
Income Relative to Poverty of Other Households

Bousehold Incone

Food at o) e

Percent
Welfare Foster Stamps below 135%- above
ata dren Welfar V4 135% 185% _185%
lt 20‘ .0 1.3 -5 13‘2 1506 63-4 ’
20-29% .0 5.9 5.1 19.8 17.7 .51.5
30-39% .3 7.6 3.4 21.4 21.7 45.6
40-49% .3 13.4 5.8 26.5 18.6 35.4
50-59% 1.1 13.9 8.6 25.6 ig.4 32.3
60“’69‘ 1-7 19.5 8-5 2501 19:2 2600
70-79% 1.4 29.1 11.7 25.6 14.5 17.7
£0-100% 1.3 33.2 19.6 24.9 11.8
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The estimated percent of non-welfare-matched students
qualified for free lunches is the sum of the first four columns

of Table 5: Foster, Welfare, Food Stamps and those below 135% of

the poverty level. The percent qualified for reduced price lunch
are those whose household income is between 135% and 185% of the

poverty level.

Table 6 presents the percent of students who were not
matched with the welfare files who were qualified for free and
reduced price lunches for each strata. As can be seen, the
percent of non-welfare students qualified for free and reduced
price lunches is directly related to the percent of students
whose families were identified on the welfare roles. Thus among
the 14,626 children attending the eighteen schools with less than
20% of their students on welfare, twenty-one percent of the non-
welfare-matched students are qualified for free lunches. By way
of contrast, among the 872 students attending the eleven schools
where over eighty percent of students received welfare, seventy-
nine percent of those not found in the welfare files gualified

for free lunches.

Table 6: Percent of Non-Welfare Students
Qualified for Free and Reduced Price Lunches

by Strata

Non-Welfare
Scrata Schools  Students Free Reduced  Other
lt 20% 18 14626 21.0 15.6 63.4
20-29% 30 14384 30.8 17.7 51.5
30-39% 29 12197 32.7 21.7 45.
40-49% 36 17341 46.0 18.6 35.4
50-59% 30 9633 49.3 18.4 32.3
60-69% 60 15218 54.8 19.2 26.0
70-79% 51 7445 67.8 14.5 17.7
£0-1008 11 g§72 79.1 11.8 9.1
Total 265 91716 41.8 18.1 40.2

Table 7 presents estimates of the percent of all students
qualified for frea and reduced price lunches. This is calculated
by combining the estimates of the percent of non-welfare students
who are qualified for free or reduced price lunches, with the
results of the computer matches of students and welfare files.
The computex match indicates the number of students who are
qualified for free lunches. By multiplying the number of
students, who were not matched on the welfare files, by the
percentages shown in Table 6, estimates of the number of these
students who gualified for free or reduced price lunches are
generated.
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For example, 82.5% of the 4,916 students attending the 11
schools in the 80% to 100% welfere strata received welfare. 1In
addition, seventy-rine percent of the 872 non-welfare matched
students attending these schools, or fourteen percent of the
total, also qualified for free lunches because they were foster
children, received welfare or food stamps or lived in households
with incomes below 135% of the poverty level. Thus 96% of the
students in this strata were qualified for free lunches. There
were also 12% of the non-welfare students attending these
schools, or 2% of the total, who qualified for reduced price
lunches because they lived in households with incomes between
135% and 1353 cf the poverty level. : ]

Table 7: Estimates of the Fercent of Students
Qualified for Free and Reduced Price Lunches

by Strata

Percent Number Percent Non- Non-—
Welfare of Welfzre Matched Total Welfare
Strata Scheols  Matched Free Eree Reduced
it ~20% is 15.8 17.7 33.5 13.1

20 - 29% 30 25.4 23.0 48.4 13.2

30 - 39% 29 34.2 21.5 55.7 14.3

40 - 49% k¥ 45.4 25.1 70.5 10.2

50 - 59% 30 55.1 22.2 77.2 . 8.3

60 - 65% 60 64.5 19.4 84.0 6.8

70 - 75% 51 74.1 17.5 91.7 - 3.8
80 - 89% ii 82.3 13.9 96.3 2.1
TOTAL 265 50.4 20.7 71.1 9.0

Calculation of Standard Error and Confidence Intervals:

As we have ganerated sixteen (16) estimates of the
proportion oi students who are qualified for free and reduce
price meals we have calculated 16 standard errors and confidence

intervals. This is done using the equation:
| tandard Exxor = / (p * q / n)

Where:
p = the proportion of students qualified for free (or reduced

price) lunch
q = the proportion whick are not qualified
n = the slze of the sample for each strata.

One hal:s of the 93% confidence interval is obtained by :
multiplying the standard error by 1.96. The results are given in
the Table 8. For the first strata, the proportion of students
qualified for iree lunches is 21 percent with a $5% confidence
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i{nterval of +/= 5.6%. This means that if this research were
replicated 100 times, 95-out~-of~100 times the estimate of the
percent of non-welfare students in the first strata qualified for
free lunch would be between 15.4% and 28.6%.

Table 8: Standard Errors and Confidence xngervals

by Strata

; Welfare Estimated Standaxd Half of Estimated Standard Half of Sample

-20 21.0 2.8 5.6 15.6 2.5 5.0 205
20 - 29 3008 3.0 5.9 17.7 2.5 ‘.9 237
30 - 3% 32.7 2.6 5.1 21.7 2.3 4.5 329
10 - 49 46.0 2.8 5.4 18.6 2.2 4.2 327
50 - 59 49.3 2.6 5.2 18.4 2.0 4.0 359
50 -~ 69 54.8 2.6 5.2 19,2 2.1 4.1 35¢€
70 - 79 67.8 2.5 4.9 14.5 1.9 3.7 351
g0 _-100 79.1 _2.1 4.1 11.8 1.7 3.3 371

These confidance intérvals appear to be relatively large,
especially 1n the case of the lower strata where the 95%
confidence interval is above +/-5% percent.

It will be remembered that the study population of this
research is only those students who were not matched on the
welfare files. When we take this into consideration, and ask the

estion of the size of the confidence intervals relative to the
total enrollments, a somewhat different conclusion is suggested
concerning the accuracy of these estimates. For example, in the
highest strata 83% of students were excluded from the study
because they were matched on the public assistance files. This
research indicates that 73% of the non-welfare students in this
strata, or 14% of the total, are qualified for free lunches.
Similarly, the confidence {interval is +/- 4.1% of eighteen
percent. Thus the confidence interval for the highest strata is
less than 1% of the total students in these schools.

We have repeated this calculation for all strata. The
results are given in Table 9. As expected, the adjustments of
confidence intervals are directly related to the proportion of
all students covered by the study. The reduction in the size of
the confldence interval is greatest among those strata where
there were relatively few students whose families were not
recelving pubiic assistance.



Percent

% Welfare
—Strata _
-20
20 - 29
30 - 38
40 - 49
50 - 58
60 - 69
70 - 719

Percent
Not Matched
»k axre

84.2
74.6
65.8
54.6
44.9
35.5
25.9
17.5

Table 9: Adjusted Confidence Intervals
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One-half of Adjusted
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COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
333 MARKET STREET
HARRISBURG, PA 17126-0332
Wi pae.state. pa.us

July 8, 2005

Mr. Wayne Grasela

Division of Food Services
school District of Philadelphia
440 North Broad Strest
Philadelphia, PA 19146

Dear Wayne:

The United States Departiment of Agriculture (USDA) has approved the Schoo!
District of Philadelphia’s (SDOP) continued use of 1994 free and reduced price
meal claiming percentages for schools operating under the Paperwork Reduction
Pilot Project. The USDA has advised us that the 2005-06 School Year is likely
the last year the 1894 claiming percentages can be used to claim federal and
state meal reimbursements.

in the next few months, the USDA will engage SDOP and Pennsylvania
Department of Education (PDE) staff in discussions regarding options to
transition SDOP into a current and acceptable set of data for use in claiming
federal and state funds.

Please call me with any questions or comments at (717) 783-6556.
Thank you.

Sincerely,

Patricia Birkenshaw

State Director

Child Nutrition Programs

Division of Food and Nutrition

Bureau of Budget and Fiscal Management

co Yonda Fekete
Sandy Souder
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COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
333 MARKET STREERT
HARRISBURG, PA 17126-0332
www.pde. State. pa.us

July 8, 2005

Mr. Wayne Grassla

Dwision of Food Services
School District of Philadelphia
440 North Broad Street
Philadelphia, PA 16146

Dear Wayne:

The United States Department of Agriculture (USDA} has approved the School
District of Philadelphia's (SDOP) continued use of 1954 free and reduced price
meal claiming percentages for schools operating under the Paperwork Reduction
Pilot Project. The USDA has advised us that the 2005-05 School Year is likaely
the last vear the 1894 claiming percentages can be used to claim federal and
state meal reimbursements.

in the next few months, the USDA will engage SDOP and Pennsylvania
Department of Education (PDE) staff in discussions regarding options to
transition SDOP into a current and acceptable sat of data for use in ciaiming
federal and state funds.

Please call me with any questions or comments at {(717) 783-B5586.

4

Fhank you,

Sincerely,

Fatricia Birkenshaw

State Director

Child Nutrition Programs
Division of Feod and Nutrition

; . S o PR A s [ . e »
Bursau of Budget and Fiscal Management
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Exhibit F

Page | of 1

Wayne Grasela

From: Birkenshaw, Patricia [mailto:pbirkensha@state pa.us)
Sent: Thursday, March 22, 2007 4:02 PM

To: wgrasela@phila k12 pa.us

Ce! Kjlames@phila k12 pa.us

Subject: Continuance of 1994 Claiming Percentages

Dear Wayne,

As previously discussed, the Philadelphia School District's request for an
extension to continue utilizing the 1994 claiming percentages during school year
2006-2007 has been granted. (The 1994 claiming percentages are set forth in
the "Socio-Economic Study of Students Attending Philadeiphia Public Schools”
report dated November 10, 1994.) The District may continue to submit its
claiming percentages based on the 1994 study until such time as the new socio-
economic study is completed or June 30, 2007, whichever is sooner. This
extension should provide the school district with ample time to complete the new
socio-economic study.

Patricia Birkenshaw, Chief

Division of Food and Nutrition

Bureau of Budget and Fiscal Management
Pennsylvania Department of Education
pbirkensha@state.pa.us

(717 782 6556
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